Introduction
In this paper I shall begin by explaining why non-standard utterances used by University students who are second-language speakers of English pose a problem for language teachers involved (Corder 1981:91) .
In the 1980s attention was focused on specific issues raised by research during the previous decade: language transfer, input to learners and variation. The latter issue, that is, accounting for the variable output of learners, has been perhaps the most difficult to resolve.
Other studies have examined factors affecting the learner, in an attempt to explain differential success rates in the acquisition process. Factors investigated include: age, aptitude, attitude, motivation, personality, cognitive style and learning strategies.
Recent research has focused on attempts to construct theories to explain the acquisition process. Broadly speaking these theories fall into two groups: the nativist (learning depends on a specialized innate capacity for language acquisition) and the interactionist (both internal and external processes are responsible) . Many of the models proposed cannot be empirically verified and no one theory has been able to explain all of second language learning.
Clearly, there is no simple solution to the SLA puzzle.
According to Larsen-Freeman (1991:336) : "It is probable that acquisition/learning is not monolithic and that there are multiple subprocesses, multiple routes, and solutions. Teachers therefore cannot seek simplistic solutions." She also points out that SLA research has not directly answered questions about teaching, although it has offered enhanced understanding of the learning process and of learners (1991: 335).
It is therefore evident that language teachers have to adopt a policy of "informed eclecticism" regarding the application of SLA research. As Spolsky (1988) has remarked:
Any intelligent and disinterested observer knows that there are many ways to learn languages and many ways to teach them, and that some ways work with some students in some circumstances and fail with others. (This is why good language teachers are and always have been eclectic .
•.. While most studies have concentrated on "foreigner talk" and "teacher talk", a few have looked at the effect of the exposure of learners exclusively or almost exclusively to a non-standard variety of a target language. It is clear from the studies of migrant workers' language that workers who are in contact with native speakers who speak a non-standard variety of the target language do not acquire the target variety. (Lightbown 1985b: 265)
The majority of ESL students who attend the University of DurbanWestville have been taught through the medium of English by second language speakers who are very likely to have used English which contained non-standard features. Their textbooks are also interpreted for them by their teachers. Therefore, at school, they neither hear nor read the standard variety of English. These students, particularly those in rural areas, have simply not been exposed to the standard variety of English. My evidence for this contention is anecdotal and based on my experience of teaching in schools in Transkei. In addition, the study I carried out at the University of Transkei into the frequency of the non-standard request strategy May you please, indicated that it occurred almost as frequently in the discourse of part-time students who were teachers as it did in the discourse of students who had come directly to university from school.
Investigations into the English used by teachers in DET schools would have to be carried out to support the contention that part of the reason for the failure of students to produce either written or spoken English which conforms to the norms of the standard variety is that it does not constitute a significant part of their input. What appears certain, however, is that once fossilization occurs, continued exposure is quite ineffective in changing language behaviour, and, so far, further instruction in the language seems to give learners more knowledge about the language without altering the fossilized interlanguage system. (Long 1981 , Shapira 1978 , Schumann 1978 If she is correct then we are obviously wasting our time trying to teach students to write in standard academic English. Other researchers such as Hyltenstam (198!; ) and Heubner (1985) seem less certain about the permanency of fossilization. Results of my study into the frequency of May you please showed that this request strategy was used more frequently by first year full-time students than by first year part-time students and all senior students. However, it was used by a far smaller percentage of senior full-time students than senior part-time students. This seems to suggest that this particular request strategy becomes "unfossilized" with greater exposure to the standard variety of English. A longitudinal study would need to be undertaken to test this hypothesis.
3.3. Application of SLA research findings to language teaching.
The short courses (24 tutorials over 8 weeks) that are conducted in the Division of Language Usage (DLU) at the University of Durban-Westville include a module of approximately 6 tutorials on language usage. The approach adopted in this module is based on error analysis and consciousness-raising.
Researchers such as Klein (1986) and Gass (1988) have pointed out that in order for grammar change to take place the learner must notice (at some level) a mismatch between his particular language variety and the target itself. The DLU language course consists of a number of different modules which lend themselves to different me'thodologies. In the language usage module we practise a form of consciousness-raising. When this module was designed, non-standard and apparently fossilized utterances which appear frequently in the academic writing of ESL students were selected for examination in the tutorial periods.
Using error analysis, the students and teacher together attempt to work out the processes which have given rise to the production of particular utterances. The point has been made that error correction can be damaging when school children are acquiring a second language (Littlewood 1984:95 is rather different.
Our "learners" are not lear~ers in the same sense.
They have already to a greater or lesser extent acquired English but not in a form which conforms to the written requirements of academic English.
As language teachers we require research into specific local problems. We need to know more about fossilization, particularly whether or not it is reversible and if so how to reverse it.
Researchers such as Appel and Muysken (1987) and Selinker (1972) maintain that when the inter language of many learners fossilizes at the same point for a certain structure, a new variety of the target language can develop. 
